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The World Institute for Development Economics Research (WIDER) was established by the United Nations University (UNU) as its first research and training centre and started work in Helsinki, Finland in 1985. The Institute undertakes applied research and policy analysis on structural changes affecting the developing and transitional economies, provides a forum for the advocacy of policies leading to robust, equitable and environmentally sustainable growth, and promotes capacity strengthening and training in the field of economic and social policy making. Work is carried out by staff researchers and visiting scholars in Helsinki and through networks of collaborating scholars and institutions around the world. www.wider.unu.edu publications@wider.unu.edu 1 Sierra Leone and Israel were both classified as developing countries by the OECD's Development Assistance Committee (DAC) in 1995. Both were therefore eligible to receive official development assistance from DAC member countries. Sierra Leone had for many years been among the world's very poorest countries, often being assessed as the world's poorest country. Israel on the other hand was one of the wealthiest list members, often being assessed as the most wealthy, with quality of life indicators comparable to those of many DAC donor countries. In 1995 Israel's income per capita was 27 times that of Sierra Leone and the life expectancy of its citizens was 43 years longer. During the period from 1969 to 1995 Sierra Leone received an annual average of US$74 million in net disbursements of ODA from all sources. This might on the surface appear like a lot of money, possibly reflecting Sierra Leone's relative need. But reality is far more complex, as Israel received over the same period an annual average of US$937 million-roughly 13 times the amount allocated to Sierra Leone (OECD 2002 and UNDP 1998) . 1 There have been many studies which have sought to analyse outcomes such as these; the allocation of development aid is not only a complex but an intensively researched topic. The overwhelming majority of studies have sought to identify the determinants of interrecipient aid allocation, and hence explain or model the allocation of aid among developing countries. Why do some poor countries receive so much aid and other so little? The explanations of most studies turn on the perceived motives of donor countries. Humanitarian, commercial, political and strategic motives are typically identified. This is consistent with donor policy statements, especially from the larger donors, which assert that aid is motivated by a humanitarian concern to promote development and alleviate need, especially in the most needy countries, but at the same time by commercial, political and strategic self-interests. The literature on this topic spans more than forty years of research, with some of the better known and more recent studies including Levitt (1967 Levitt ( , 1968 ; Henderson (1971) ; McKinlay (1978) ; McKinlay and Little (1977 , 1978a , 1978b , 1979 ; Dudley and Montmarquette (1976) Maizels and Nissanke (1984) ; Gulhati and Nallari (1988) ; Gang and Lehman (1990) ; McGillivray and Oczkowski (1992) ; Gounder (1994) ; Trumball and Wall (1994) ; Wall (1995) ; Katada (1997) and Alesina and Dollar (2000) . An overview and critical review of this literature can be found in McGillivray and White (1993) .
While the literature on aid allocation is dominated by these explanatory studies, there are also smaller bodies of normative research which seek to describe and prescribe, respectively, the allocation of aid among recipient countries (White and McGillivray 1995; Hjertholm and White 2000) . Put differently, these studies seek to evaluate or describe how well aid is allocated among recipient countries, and prescribe or identify amounts which ought to be allocated among these countries, respectively. The results of these studies are potentially very useful for they can provide information on how well or optimally donors have being allocating aid. By highlighting mistakes or sub-optimalities in past aid allocations, they can assist in identifying where corrections are needed in future. A number of studies have carried out prescriptive (for example, McGillivray and White 1994; Llavador and Roemer 2001; Dollar 2002 and McGillivray et al. 2002) and descriptive analyses (for example, McGillivray 1989 McGillivray , 1992 Clarke 1992; Rao 1994 and White and McGillivray 1995 of aid allocation at the empirical level.
2 This paper surveys the descriptive and prescriptive literatures. It commences with a review of the different descriptive approaches, commencing with an examination of simple correlation and regression approaches and working up to donor performance indices. This review updates and extends the descriptive literature survey of White and McGillivray (1995) . It then looks at prescriptive studies, paying special attention to the models of Collier and Dollar (2002) ; Llavador and Roemer (2001) and McGillivray and White (1994) . The prescribed, or optimal, allocations of these models are compared among themselves and with Swedish and total DAC ODA allocations. Sweden is of special interest, as it usually rates highly in aid allocation evaluations. These allocations are also evaluated using various descriptive measures.
Descriptive studies of aid allocation
All descriptive studies of aid allocation can be interpreted as attempts to measure what McGillivray (1989) called 'donor performance' with respect to inter-recipient aid allocation. Donor performance is, in this context, an increasing function of the consistency of inter-recipient aid allocation with the relative needs of recipients. The greater the preference given to needy countries, the greater is donor performance. Need can of course be defined a number of ways, but it is generally accepted that poor countries, with low per capita incomes, are the most needy. Note that recipients can be actual or potential and may not necessary receive a positive amount of aid from the donor. Potential recipients are in practice usually those on the DAC list of aid recipients. It follows that donor performance can be, and in some cases actually is, assessed not only on the basis of those developing countries it gives aid to but to those to which it gives no aid.
Early attempts to describe aid allocation either used correlation or regression coefficients (Little and Clifford 1965; OECD 1969; Bhagwati 1972) . The correlation coefficient as a measure of donor performance is that which is obtained from the regression equation:
where A i,j is some measure of aid from donor i to recipient j, Y j is j's per capita income and α, β and µ j are a constant, slope (regression) coefficient and error term, respectively. The correlation coefficient is simply the ratio of explained to total variation in A i,j . Donor performance is maximized when the coefficient equals minus one, which is achieved by any allocation among countries which satisfies:
That is, aid allocations must lie along a negatively sloped regression line. The estimated values of α and β are irrelevant. This is not so in the case of the regression coefficient test, in which donor performance is higher the lower the value of β.
The DAC, UNDP, World Bank and most donor government agencies typically report what may be described as 'headcount' measures of donor performance. Such measures are simply the proportion of donor aid going to a particular group of countries. Donor performance is an increasing function of the proportion of aid allocated to the target group. The DAC measures donor performance in terms of the proportion of donor GNP allocated to the least developed country (LLDC) group, in accordance with its adoption of the UN target of 0.15 percent of donor GNP to these countries (see, for example, DAC 2001). Other headcount measures are the proportion of ODA to low human development (LHD) and low-income groups (LIC), classified according to values of the UNDP's human development index (HDI) and World Bank estimates of GNP per capita, respectively (see, for example, UNDP 2002 and World Bank 2002) . While these measures are not necessarily intended by the UNDP and World Bank as indicators of donor performance, they are still used reasonably widely for this purpose. Mosley (1987) sought to gauge the redistributive impact of aid using what was termed as the 'Lorenz Adjustment'. This adjustment was reinterpreted as donor performance by White and McGillivray (1992) . As is well known, the Lorenz curve is obtained by graphing cumulative shares of world income against cumulative shares of world population, ranked by income. If income shares are equal across all population groups, there is a perfectly equal distribution of world income and the resulting curve is a straight line with a gradient of 45 degrees. But world income is not perfectly distributed and the distance between this curve, the Lorenz curve, and the 45 degree line shows the extent of income inequality. The Gini coefficient gives a numerical value to the extent of inequality. It is the ratio of the area bounded by the Lorenz curve and the line of equality to the total area below this line. It follows that perfect equality yields a Gini coefficient of zero.
To assess donor performance, aid is treated as an income transfer from rich to poor countries, with no effect on income other than a simple additive one, increasing recipient income and reducing donor income by the value of the aid allocations. It therefore flattens the Lorenz curve, reducing the vertical distance between it and the line of equality. This is the adjustment, the numerical value of which is the change in the Gini coefficient resulting from aid. This absolute value of this change will be larger the greater the proportion of aid allocated to poorer countries, and as such it can be interpreted as a measure of donor performance. White and McGillivray (1992, 1995) show that donor performance will according to the Lorenz adjustment not only be a increasing function of the proportion of aid allocated to the poorest countries but of the total volume of aid. It is not therefore scale neutral, a desirable property of an index of donor performance with respect to inter-recipient allocation. The Suit's index, first adapted to aid allocation by Clarke (1991 Clarke ( , 1992 , satisfies this property. It is very similar to the Gini coefficient, the only difference is that it is based on a slightly different Lorenz curve. This curve is obtained by graphing cumulative shares of world aid, and not income, against cumulative shares of world population, ranked by income. With world population divided into m groups of equal size and AS i,j being the share of donor i's total aid to country j, the Suit's index for donor i is written as:
.
The formula for S i is the same as that for the Gini coefficient, the only difference is that the aid share terms is replaced by an one for income shares.
A number of indices have been designed specifically for the assessment of donor allocative performance, rather than having been adapted to this purpose. All of these indices have the following general form:
where I i is the performance index for donor i, w j is a weight relating to the developmental status of recipient i and A j is total donor i aid. McGillivray (1989) was the first study to propose and apply a performance index. That index, subsequently called the McGillivray index M j (White 1992; Rao 1994 Rao , 1997 is defined as follows
where Y max and Y min are the highest and lowest observed per capita GNPs among all developing countries irrespective of whether they receive aid from i and the aid terms are measured in per capita terms (that is, per head of j's population). The effect of this weighting system is to scale or standardize the per capita incomes of countries i within the range of zero to one hundred, with a weight of 100 if i is the poorest country in terms of per capita GNP and zero if i is the richest country. The maximum value of the index is 100, which is observed if the donor in question allocates all of its aid to the poorest country. The minimum value is zero, which is observed is all aid is allocated to the richest country. White (1992) showed that the use of per capita aid in the McGillivray index meant a regressive reallocation of aid, involving taking aid away from one country and allocating it to a richer country with a smaller population, could within certain income ranges increase the value of the index. McGillivray (1992) responded with a revised index Mj ' defined as follows:
where the aid variables are defined in absolute terms and
where POP is population.
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There have been a number of extensions or modifications to the McGillivray index. Choudhry et al. (1997) changed the weight, replacing per capita income with the physical quality of life index (PQLI). The PQLI is a composite index, combining infant mortality, adult literacy and life expectancy. Rao (1994) proposed more substantial changes to the McGillivray index. Rao pointed out that the indices written in (5) and (6) do not recognize any effect of aid on per capita income. The income variable used in these indices, according to Rao, is realized income, in that it will include aid to i from all donors. Rao therefore proposed a new weighting system in which the weights vary additively with the amount of aid. The modified index is as follows:
where x i,j is j's per capita income net of or prior to aid from donor but inclusive of all aid from other donors i, a i,j is j's per capita aid from i and all other aid variables are measured in absolute terms. More precisely, it follows that
Rao notes that (8) is not aid scale neutral. That is, the weight is such that a donor can improve its performance simply by giving more aid to all countries, without altering its distribution among recipients. Recognizing this, Rao defines a donor specific maximum performance maximum attainable value of I i . The rule for obtaining this value is as follows: for each donor, allocate aid so that aid inclusive income (Y i ) is equalized for the largest feasible number of poorer recipients of donor i aid (L i ), at the bottom end of the pre-aid income (x i,j ) hierarchy. This is the equivalent of raising post-aid incomes of as many of these countries as feasible to a common plateau. Rao defines this plateau, * t y as follows:
( )
Countries at the upper end of the hierarchy are allocated no aid, except in the unlikely case in which all recipient incomes are equalized. The most equitable feasible allocation for any given A i is therefore specified as follows:
to for 0 to for 1 * , , * * ,
where l and u are the poorest and richest recipients, respectively, in terms of pre-aid incomes. * , j i A is then substituted into (8) to yield the maximum value of I i , as follows:
Rao's 'Equity Index' is then finally defined as follows:
The maximum value of this index is also 100, which is obviously observed if the donor's actual aid index defined by (8) equals the maximum value of that index according to (12). 2 White and McGillivray (1995) show that the correlation coefficient, regression coefficient, Lorenz Adjustment, Suit's Index, the headcount measure and the McGillivray indices do not provide either clear or feasible guidelines for precisely how donors should allocate aid among recipients. The same applies to Rao's Equity Index. In particular, most of these indices are maximized by providing all aid to the poorest country. As Sundrum (1990) points out with respect to indices of inequality, all such measures contain an implicit welfare or utility function which is maximized by a particular allocation of income. The same applies to all the measures discussed above, with the exception of the correlation coefficient, and it is readily apparent that any indicator which can be written in linear form is maximized by giving all aid to the with the highest weight (w j ). While such an allocation might well benefit this country, provided it has the capacity to absorb such an amount of aid, which it almost certainly will not, such an allocation is clearly not desirable. In particular, it would obviously mean that many very poor countries would be denied aid. A further weakness, or limitation, of the Lorenz Adjustment, Suit's Index and Rao Equity Index is that they cannot readily be applied to non-income based indicators of recipient need.
McGillivray and White (1994) and McGillivray et al. (2002) address both of the preceding issues and in so doing link the prescriptive and descriptive literatures. These studies defined donor performance in terms of the consistency of actual to prescribed allocations, where a given donor's rating is a decreasing function of the gap between these allocations. The index of donor performance, Φ i , is therefore given as follows:
where A i,j is a prescribed allocation derived from a non-linear optimization problem, taking into a range of variables, and Ã i,i is the actual amount of aid allocated to j. It follows that since the sum of Ã i,j equals A i , the maximum value of (14) is one, which would occur if Ã i equals A i for all i. The minimum value of (14) approaches, but can never equal, minus one and would be observed if all actual aid goes to one country: that with the smallest A i . If actual aid is allocated in such a manner, (14) will be closer to minus one the closer is this prescribed amount to zero. A value of minus one cannot be observed since all countries in the sample are prescribed a positive aid amount. The derivation of the prescribed allocations is discussed below. These in McGillivray and White (1994) they were obtained on the basis of developmental criteria only, whereas in McGillivray et al. they were obtained on the basis of these criteria and various donor self-interests.
Descriptive studies of aid allocation
A smaller number of prescriptive studies have appeared in the literature. They tend to be more sophisticated that their descriptive counterparts, usually involving the derivation of aid allocations from non-linear optimization problems and based on various properties which are perceived as being desirable in terms of inter-country allocation. The literature, as Collier and Dollar (2002) observe, is not unlike that which analyses the optimal allocation of an anti-poverty budget (Bourguignon and Fields 1990) . Dollar (2001, 2002) derive 'poverty efficient' aid allocations. Such an allocation is one which maximizes poverty reduction, pulling the largest possible number of people above the chosen poverty line. The corresponding optimization problem, in Collier and Dollar (2002) , is to maximize the objective function
where PR i is the poverty reducing impact of donor i's aid, G j is income growth, α j is the elasticity of poverty reduction with respect to income and h j is a measure of poverty such as the headcount measure. It follows that (15) is an identity for the change in the absolute number of poor people, for a sample of n countries, if this poverty measure is used. From (15) and (16) the first order conditions for a maximum are:
where a j i G , is the marginal impact of aid on growth and λ is the shadow value of aid.
From (17) 
So that poverty efficient allocations can be derived for each recipient, Collier and Dollar estimate the following growth equation:
where P j is an index of policy and X j is a vector of other relevant variables. As Collier and Dollar application was to total aid impact we drop the subscript i. The interactive term A j P j allows the impact of aid on growth to vary according to the policy environment, which follows from the well-known, and controversial, study of Burnside and Dollar (2000) . It follows from (19) that the marginal impact of aid is:
A poverty efficient allocation can then be obtained for each recipient by substituting (20) 
where α j was assumed to be constant across all j. 3 Poverty efficient allocations are therefore an increasing function of the level of poverty, the level of the policy index and the poverty reduction elasticity and a decreasing function of the level of income. Lensink and White (2000) provide a critique of the Collier-Dollar approach, arguing that it is not a sound guide for policy. Lensink and White argue that the approach is questionable on three respects: first, its implicit assumption that aid can only reduce poverty by increasing growth per se; second, its supposition that aid only stimulates growth in countries with sound economic policies, and third; the supposition that there are diminishing returns to aid. Lensink and White point out that there are many more efficient ways of reducing poverty than growth per se, such as improved service provision and increasing the assets of the poor. As such aid-induced growth alone is an insufficient means of reducing poverty. Lensink and White's second reservation with the Collier-Dollar approach is largely based on the findings of Hansen and Tarp (2000) , which suggest that the positive relationship between aid and growth is not dependent on the economic policies of recipients. Further support for these findings are provided in later studies by Hansen and Tarp (2001) and Dalgaard and Hansen (2001) . If it is the case that policies are not important in determining the link between aid and growth, then in the context of the Collier-Dollar approach most aid, with a constant poverty elasticity, should simply go to countries with low per capita incomes and high levels of poverty. 4 Finally, with respect to the third point, Lensink and White correctly observe that with constant or non-diminishing returns to aid the Collier and Dollar maximization problem is not bounded, and the poverty-efficient allocation of aid cannot be determined using their model.
Lensink and White's criticisms of the Collier-Dollar approach are largely technical in orientation. A purely normative reservation is worth highlighting. Countries with bad policies are clearly penalized in this approach: a country with bad policies can get less aid than one with good policies even though it might be much poorer, in terms of per capita income, and have far more people living in poverty. 5 Yet it is not so much the countries which are penalized, but poor people living in them. If we accept that there is a link between aid effectiveness and policies, perhaps what donors ought to be doing is providing relatively large amounts of aid to these countries and at the same time find ways to make aid to these countries work better. 6 Llavador and Roemer (2001) prescribe allocations according to equal opportunity and utilitarian approaches. The former seeks to allocate aid in such as way as to equalize opportunities for growth, and recognizes the efforts expended by countries in achieving growth, not just the outcomes of these efforts. The latter seeks to allocate aid in such a way as to maximize average income growth of countries or among specific classes of countries.
The equal opportunity approach utility function used by Llavador and Roemer is where υ t times the contents in the square brackets is the growth rate of a country, representing the average of countries in effort quartile q of type t, γ is the fraction of total population of the target countries located in effort quartile q, x i,j is aid allocated to country j relative 10 to its GDP from i, k j c is the kth circumstance of country j and b k is sequence of numbers required to reach a maximum. Circumstances are defined as that portion of j's growth not explained, in the context of a regression equation, by effort and aid. In essence, therefore, this variable is the effect of country-specific circumstances on j's rate of growth picked-up by the country specific error term of this equation. Effort is equated by Llavador and Roemer with good economic management, which is measured by the weighted average of the budget surplus relative to GDP, inflation and trade openness.
The utilitarian utility function is:
where ς q,t is the fraction of total GDP of target countries which is earned in countries of effort quartile q of type t. The difference between the two functions is that according to (33) aid allocation gives preference to countries with the greatest potential to achieve growth, and as such is therefore distributed to maximize the growth rate of total GDP of the target countries. According to the equal opportunity approach aid, aid allocations recognize the both the efforts and individual circumstances they face, and seek to maximize opportunities for growth.
In calculating prescribed allocations Llavador and Roemer maximize (22) and (23) subject to constraint which in essence states the that the sum of x i,j multiplied by i's total GDP (since aid terms are relative to GDP) must equal A i . This requires use of a grid bs. Equation (22) reached a maximum with b ≅ 0.3 and (23) at b ≅ 3.The prescribed utilitarian allocations are particularly interesting. Only three countries receive positive aid: Botswana, South Korea and Thailand. All are relatively rich by developing country standards, especially South Korea. Ironically, this country is now an OECD member, largely due to its affluence, and as such is not eligible for official aid.
McGillivray and White (1994) commence their analysis by stating three simple attributes of what they consider a 'good' pattern of aid allocation among developing countries First, the amount of aid allocated to any given country ought to be primarily in proportion to its need, with the distribution of aid among countries positively reflecting their relative needs. Second, that, recipient need notwithstanding, some account ought be taken for the ability of the country to absorb aid inflows. From the perspective of alleviating need or, more generally, the promotion of development per se, McGillivray and White assert that it makes little sense to provide large amounts of aid to countries if they cannot make use of these funds. Third, that, ceteris paribus, the amount of aid allocated to each country ought be neutral with respect to population size; that is, with identical need and absorptive capacities, the total amount of aid allocated to each country ensures an equality in per capita aid. The concern for population scale neutrality reflects the subjective criterion that aid is essentially about people, thus the allocation of aid among countries should take explicit account of the number of people at the receiving end.
With these attributes in mind, McGillivray and White (1994) proceed to derive prescribed aid allocations consistent with their stated, developmental criteria. A compatible objective function is:
where s j RN is a scaled composite indicator of developing country j's relative need for aid, POP j is j's population size, s j AC is a scaled composite indicator of that country's absorptive capacity, A j is the amount of aid allocated to j and A is the total amount of aid available for distribution among n countries. W 1 and W 2 are weights reflecting the relative importance of need and absorptive capacity respectively. Finally, α is a coefficient indicating diminishing marginal returns from the developmental impact of aid and β indicates diseconomies in population scale. The use of these coefficients can be justified on a number of grounds: economic theory suggests that there are decreasing returns to scale with aid-financed activities. Notwithstanding, the use of these coefficients remains necessary if one wishes to avoid prescribing all aid to a single country: that with the greatest weighted sum of need and absorptive capacity. where RN j (AC j ) is the actual value of the composite indicator for country j prior to scaling, RN min (AC min ) is the minimum actual value of this variable observed across n countries and RN max (AC max ) is the maximum actual value observed across n countries. Necessary to ensure scale equivalence and that the value of (24) is independent of the components in RN j and AC j , the scaling procedure sets RN j (AC j ) to one if RN j =RN max (AC j =AC max ), or to zero if RN j =RN min (AC j =AC min ). Since ∂U/∂RN j and ∂U/∂AC j > 0, the contribution of s j RN the value of (), for a given value of W 1 , will be larger the greater is extent of clustering of RN j toward RN max , and likewise for AC s j .
RN j and AC j are defined as follows: and likewise for s j q ac , . The preceding comments regarding the contribution of RN j and AC j to (24) also apply to rn k,j and ac q,j provided that ∂U/∂rn k,j and ∂U/∂ac k,j > 0. The reverse is the case if ∂U/∂rn k,j or ∂U/∂ac k,j < 0.
The total amount of aid available for distribution, A i , is treated as predetermined, as is typically the case in practice. Equation (24) was maximized, therefore, subject to the following budget constraint:
Maximization of (24) subject to (28), via a Lagrangean, eventually yields:
where i = 1, ..., n and z = 1, ..., n. Substituting equation (29) into the budget constraint written in (28) Aid allocations consistent with this share can then be obtained by multiplying (30) by A i .
From (21), it is obvious that the first and second conditions identified above are satisfied since ∂U/∂RN j and ∂U/∂AC j > 0. The third condition (population scale neutrality) may be formally written as:
The consistency of equation (21) with population scale neutrality according to McGillivray and White (1994) is obtained if β = 1 -α.
A number of comments can be made regarding the McGillivray and White (1994) approach. Two are worth highlighting. The first is based on the recognition that many countries have high relative needs for aid due to bad domestic economic policies, corruption, the denial of political and civil rights and so on. Giving preference in aid allocation to these countries can be interpreted as a 'reward' for these activities, and even as a negative incentive to improve their records. The second comment is that no account is taken for the event to which need is alleviated or filled. Put differently, aid is equally effective across countries. This will clearly not be the case.
Applications
In this section we apply the Collier and Dollar (2002) , McGillivray and White (1994) and Llavador and Roemer (2001) approaches to prescribe aid commitments. Total and Swedish aid commitments were prescribed for the sample of 59 countries used in Collier and Dollar based on 2000 aid budgets. This sample contains countries in Parts I and II of the DAC list, hence the commitments relate to ODA or OA. South Korea is also included in this sample, despite no longer being on the DAC list and thus being involved summing the actual ODA or OA commitments to these countries, and then redistributing these g ineligible for either ODA or OA (its inclusion was based on it being prescribed large amounts of aid by Llavador and Roemer (2001) ). Essentially, therefore, this exercise amounts according to the different approaches. Parameter values, weightings, thresholds and so on are as per the original studies. 7 To sets of prescribed amounts based on the Collier and Dollar approach are provided-one for a poverty headcount based on proportion of the population living on less than US$1 per day and the other based on the proportion of the population living on less then US$2 per day.
Results are shown in Tables 1 and 2. A dominant feature of these results is that most countries would receive less aid than they actually do, and a relatively small number of countries would receive significantly more aid-there would be many losers and few winners, in a sense. According to approaches of Collier and Dollar, Honduras, Lesotho, and Uganda would receive far more aid than was actually the case in 2000. China, Indonesia, Poland and Russia are among the countries which would receive far less.
Ethiopia, India, Nigeria and Pakistan would receive much more aid, and Poland, Russia, Malaysia, China and Colombia would receive much less, according to the McGillivray and White approach. Thailand and Korea would be the big winners under both the Equal Opportunity and Utilitarian approaches of Llavador and Roemer. Correlation coefficients between each of the allocations, prescribed and actual are shown in Table 3 . These coefficients indicate that the allocations are very different, statistically, with the exception of the Collier and Dollar allocations. Performance index values for the allocations are shown in Table 4 . Calculations are based on the adjusted McGillivray index, but with different weights. This index was used given its ability to assess aid allocation on variables other than per capita income, by using non-income based weights. Collier and Dollar headcount US$2 allocations perform best when the weights are based on the poverty measures, not surprisingly. McGillivray and White allocations perform best when the weights are based on the HDI or GDP per capita. 8
Conclusion
This paper surveyed two related strands of literature on the allocation of development aid among recipient countries. The first strand consists of those studies seeking to describe or evaluate the allocation of aid against normative criteria. The second strand there are those which seek to prescribe the inter-recipient allocation of aid by deriving the amounts of aid each country should receive, also based on normative criteria. A specific objective of the paper was to compare the allocations of different prescriptive approaches, not only among each other but also with actual aid allocations. This exercise revealed some interesting results. Without exception, actually implementing these approaches would see tremendous changes in the way aid is allocated, with some countries receiving much more aid than they actually do and others receiving far less. It should be emphasized, however, that literature is still a very young, emerging one. That to date only three studies have been conducted, it seems, emphasizes this. The useful of these studies can be gauged by their impact on actual donor behaviour, with them hopefully resulting in more developmentally-, and less politically-oriented, patterns of aid allocation. Much further work is required if this outcome is to be observed. 
